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m WASTE MANAGEMENT COMMIS 
MINUTES 11/16/89 


; ^ ' H;»»ar<1ous waste Management Commission mot on 

, at the Sandoz Research Center Contoronoo 

" I , Research Center, Chariot to NC, 

" •' I'M V f I NemVjot •) present were Dr. A1 Tvirner. 

' . >,on<\ie Sharpe, Dr. William Shingleton noiothv 

and Triiman Koehler. Mary Odom arrived .at -i:o0 




Vwt uriv t'aiiod the meeting to order. 


1 r t 

^ i- W 



^ r\u ufM* the recommendation o.f tho 

to offer the Environmental Hnoinoor 
> ow iv> l^avid Morton at a salary range of $40 - $4 ’' 

Tlx^i members of the Commission were given 
t\M\ X emime for review. Mr. Hinnant told the Comnu s i on 
thAt \0 had applied for the position and that h.e !xad 

X xxt e\ \ \ tho top three applicants in person. Mr. Hinnant 

that t h<> position had been authorized as a pex'manent 
p>N|4'ittvM\ by tho legislature. Mr. Hinnant made the other 
arr',x oat ions ixvailabl® to the Commission members* >'s. 

K \ p.v\ 1 \ matte a motion that Mr. Hinnant negotiate wvth 
aav\v\ >*v'x tv>n and offer him the position at a salary rvoage 

$4^^ 000 annually. Dr. Sharpe seconded the 
xo mv>t ivMx passed unanimously. 


SO 


» 4 ii V. W » V. ^ ♦ 


^ \ 


or 




. V\u nor x^equG^ted Mr. Hinnant to present his 
X ev'%vmmo\xdat Ions for the Clerk Typist III position. Mr, 
Uixx'oant stated that he received 21 applications. He saivl 
that \ h<^ Commission had no authority to select the sal aw • 
tho salaxy is decided by the State Personnel Office. 

ivMi is responsible for approving Mr. Hinnavxt s 
Ov'vMv<mondat ion. Mr. Hinnant recommended Ms. Traev Koovly 


rhe 





\ 1 i t V 


use she had general office experience and the ov 
type war. Important as well as filing. Mr. Hinnant 
snmmaxi red the other applicants noting that the KIF enxplov 
was not interested in the position and that the other 
^pv'^tvNanis xcere weak in typing and other experience 
Kilpatrick made a motion that Mr. Hinnant offer the is^si 
to Ms. Tracy Woody. Dr. Shingleton seconded the motrevx, 
Vh<i mot ion passed unanimously. 


CO 


ee 


Nfo 

t, s 




\ V. 




V » 

V X 






ne 


VXr. Turner reminded the Commission that the 
vVmmi ss loners may want to make comments to statt 
wiles, particularly after the Commissioners have he^rc 
\'uh\ic comments . Yvonne Bailey will be summav\r in.vi the 
public comments, and she asked the Commissioners 
wi ito tier during the public hearing process if they have any 

cv'mment a or suggestions. 


V . * 




in the amount ^9®nda was the Tirr\ 

Information Service^f LRTq?^ $28,000 with the^Land 

Dr. Turner noted Jhff fj? middle of these ^ ^ rules, 
with the work that^LRiq"h®^^ stated that^he had^S®^''^ 

no opposing 

* 




Di'* Turner 


adjourned the meeting 


lY/ 
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.nriirMp-NT COMMISSI 
imZAKDOOS WASTE MANA 

9/22/09 


ON 


ic«lnn roiulti*' ^ t h 1 m (ntt«0 i ri' 

t MAnAaem©!^^ . r*rtl 1 vtur f!hnl/nirjf 

P«t‘'''V’"ioK’^ Dr! I.on..>.> ■■•D...D". '" • ''r 

Sn™;:T'V!o;;; !u-. do^^v Kup.,t.ici-. 

navis, Mary Odom, 


^ y 


Dr 


a s 



r^Hnr 'Vho Mtfi) Warn 01 

Tumor called the ember wan tV.Ko.l a copy of 

draft tomporairy Bailey, H'O CommlMfiloM m ■* ■ ■’>' 

rules prior to the mooting. v _ criteria ailo|»t‘'<l i . i‘j 

has taKon the draft 

commission mooting and put them into tno p .i.,,,nt.,n ll.r/lo m;. 

to the Office of ruloM and Hubmlt ila 

motion that tho Commission adopt the necondnd Urn mo 

the Office of Administrative Hlnnani In author 1 /a 

The motion was amended to include ^hat _ ^ the mi Inn to tf,o 

sign documents on behalf of Dr. Turner to transmit 


t.i5inporary 

(:ha 1 r man • 


Yvonne Bailey read the Certificate of Need for 
which is to be signed by the Governor and Comm in a ion hor-au 

document states that there is a need for tho tempoiary r .i '' 
public health, safety, or welfare reasons and tho OcLobtir I / date 
CERCLA. Since the Governor has approved tho Commission ;i rjoneaul 
is also necessary to have temporary rules in order t:o carry ou 
approved schedule, Dorothy Kilpatrick made a motion to approve 
Certificate of Need and to authorize Darrell Hinnant to eiqn on t 
of Dr. Turner, and Trenton Davis seconded tho motion* The rr 
passed. 


Darrell Hinnant brought out that a draft Memorandum of Agrc 

has been prepared between the HWMC and the Department of Enviror 

Health, and Natural Resources* ,Land Resources Information Service, 

will screen the state as a result of the adoption of siting critei 

August 31. LRIS will provide a map on each criterion to show hov, 

area of the state was eliminated and another map to show the cor 

effect of all criteria. Maps are to be black & white 8 1/2 

suitable for handouts and wall-mounted display maps in color to uf 

demonstrations and informational purposes. Their estimate is $: 

for this work. In addition they have provided an estimate of $8,^ 

give presentations at four public meetings. Another $3,000 has 

3l^off©d for other technical advice* The estimated total cost c 
project is $29,300. 


Hinnan 



Mary Odom made a motion that the Commission approve the Men 
of Agreement, and Dr. Sharpe seconded the motion. Mr. 
that the term of the contract is October 1 1989 - March 1 

reimbu^e LRIS on a coat-recIvSy basi 

the nhraQo " requested that in lt« 

suitable fr>T- m/^^ scale" be added to further describe 

Ms Kllnaf T-^ r^ir motion was passed with the amendments 
agreement on Darrell Hinnant be authorized ' to s 

it was passed ^ of Dr. Turner. Dr. Sharpe seconded the mo^ 




business or comment, the meeting adjourned 

1 mtnnfrc r\P KT n t'» i ... _ _ ^ 


Are comp's!-:! ur.lcss i 
u.'.'-'tcs 4>i-c amandjd 

f . * * 

I /I II I . * 


a:. 


n^f* 


I ^ 

J i * ■.-. 


‘ 1 


M ^ t * t I f * « 




the 


, 1 ^ 
i IJlC rir,nui;rirnrft-tr r\f 


c^F management commissio 
^ HR7ARD0US WASTE MANAGE. 

N.C. HAZAKuu Minutes 


October 26, 1989 
Room 118 


1:30 P-nr 
1033 wade Avenue 


commission members Present 

Truman Koehler, Mrs^^ y.nnnie . 


A1 Turner, Mr, 
Mr, Henry von 

Lloyd Hise, Mr. iruman Mary ^Odom, '^^^pon' a^ motion 

Dr. Bill Shingleton. /aiied Se -eting to orde^r. 

cr°." Sh^n^ieton 'and seconded by itten. 

^^ptember 22, 1989, meeting were approved 

'/"loil^thkt North Carolina 
capacity assurance plan. Mr. Hinnant stated t 

_*.** W..- — - * _ t 'T\T i-k cx 

stated that 
on their 


Darrell Hinnant gave the Coi^i®®i°^3tSed‘'That ~North Carolina has 

Mr. Hinnant star together a regional 

negotiated for several months ® epa Region IV. At a meeting in 

„lth th. s_ev.n Otter states ^ 


.th the seven other srares -4.-te of Alabama si 

October 5, of f±c±als from the state 

,de a decision that if_s state a 


a regional 
able to meet 


\tlanta on 

thev had made a oecision una^- ^ “ uiiiino to 

statute, that Alabama would no longer be ^9^ 

agreement with those states. Governor Martin after 

Alabama's requirements. ^he negotiate ^ _^j. Carolina could offer to 
returning from Atlanta to deteraine ^ha negotiations were not 

luccessfui. There appears to be a ‘island for N.C. ash 

waste with an incinerator, Iwt also ° ^ ^ „£ £he landfillable waste 

document ^o^r'^compfetenlss,° and EPA headquarters will determine technical 
merit . 

Dr. Turner announced that he received a letter from Governor Martin 
today. In paragraph two the letter states: 

I am requesting the Hazardous Waste Management Commission pursuant 
to its powers set out at G.S. 130B-7 to determine what treatment 
technologies and design capacities in addition to the incinerator 
would be suitable for the safe management of the state's hazardous 
waste. In submitting recommendations, the Commission should 
reconsider the capacity proposed for the incinerator recommended as 
part of the regional agreement. The Commission should also propose 
a modified schedule for development of the required facilities. 


Dr. Turner added that at his news conference this morning, the 
Governor said that since our offer of a 40,000 tons/year incinerator was 
not accepted by the states in EPA region IV, it looks like North 
Carolina has two alternatives: 1. If N.C. could convince the four 

states who signed the regional agreement that we were designing, 
constructing and would operate treatment facilities which would include 
a residuals management facility, it is possible that at some point we 
might be able to join in that four-state agreement and make it a five- 
itate agreement. 2. If we cannot enter into a regional agreement with 
the other four states, we should begin to plan for a comprehensive 




\ ^ 


1 1 , t r©at; and dispose of t.nir owi'i wt^uio In North Carolina, 
(.141 t in suggested that we look nt U\n iol Vowing things: 1* 

beat Judgment on the ai1dllioi\ of a solvent distillation 
.nJ»^“^ction with the incinoraloi . Tho suggested capacity for 
vjtiuld be 10,000 tons/year. Const ruotlcn and operation of 

uii * • * facility for treated rosidvuiln only with a capacity of 8 - 
> tv.oH/ytiar. The residue to landfill would be 

'' ' ( (y live ash from our own incinorat iu- . 


H, o I ' * V 
h <\ n 

""" ‘"(I 

no ' ' , 

d r i » I 






,vri 1 111 u Martin asked that the Coimnluiiton qivo him a decision today 
I , i„.w Hoon they might be able to idontlfy n site or sites for the 
''I, , 1 ,^,, ,,l,.i , distillation unit, and tho UmdfUl, and to give 
)! ^.iiiimaiiilol inns to him concerning wholhor tho previously mentioned 
Vi'niUi'a aio reasonable. Dr. Turner lopov tod thot the Technical/ 

i >' 111111 U tees discussed this at length in their morning meeting and 
I rt,j I (h.ti It tho Commission remains with its current schedule, it could 
ulcnMlv two suitable site(s) sites by the first week of May 1990. 
i',u lUM milled that the schedule would roguiro a considerable amount of 
llu, ,„„iiiliei m' time, but that it is a sehedulo thot they can work with. 

n„, i:,.v..iiun also requested that ho would like to ^ 3 ? 

. toll"! (hot we could have these facilities in piece by the December 31, 

The Technical/Siting Committee also discussed ^^® ®®P®°{, 32 trdoL 

w'i .io’'nurtt ment Coliission's capacity for solvent ^®°°;;®f ^ °as 

sMin loim/Yoar. He noted that in the negotiations in 

M Oil. ml niat seaboard ^ long-term capacity for solvent 

MO ri ( t t i^O US 4 -Krt 000 'hoTl^/VfiSr fiQur© th© 

( l,n ti.mmi^iuion txrsi: cr.-i£inrTt movoa fi-fl ne 

.....vli'UM consultant, Engineering-Science, 


estimated 6-8 percent of the 

j 1,4 ,r-Qinaln as ash Six percent of 40,000 tons is 240 

that much of that ash be — 
ttni ‘1 a3H. y , ^ . ■Pr\r'a If 1 <5 shioped off”Site 

.,1 „i,j 1 I /.ad, double. If contaminated soils or soils from 

,„„,.,,,jimmd storage tank cleanup »«timates of 

in the ^„hich considers ash from the incinerator 

' ? nt/undern^mal RCRA conditions plus some cleanup soils. 

who from the business community is 
landfill facility? Mr. Hinnant 


M 

t I I H 


Odom asked the question, 

tor the solvent an^ TsVuV that has been there ap 

that this is a re though this business has been privately 

the equity issue. ^ ^ South Carolina and Alabama are 

that it is not need from North Carolina 

asked, where is th that there are 600+ large waste 

”ft is^eaS to identify those who send thrtr «|®te to 

, 1.0 :;.n. and Alabama leaves their landfill capacity o 

, nh,000 tons P^®®®then th§re is no additional need for a lanat 

tons in place. 


i li'j 

ti\ n t tid 

.1 I « H >U , 

I lit I fUid 

N rty 1 * 

Min- Odom 



i 1 , ^ V >4 


N 


3 



V ^ Off. 

-V 


V 




if 

cdp^oit^ 


Alabina and S • C CarolSt^ 

- S seS their waste to' 

"°”^crp on the private oP««tion 




tha southeast 

...bribed and lowe^^th^^^ 

companies may places a 

landfill®* 1^ ., 4-hPv < 


V ^ ^ 


\ 


\ 




exacts — ^^m^t our access to that facii^x. 

'S'- do„. P“S.r/« It" IS .ss.ntl.t to o.ve a l.o«lU < 




artificially. V that ’ '>* 


is above-ground below' ground 

facility can be above °5 “ = , ._ 

has already cut off 22 


states from 


Mr. Hinnmiu 4 .”'“;' 

0r. Turner added ‘cnar Alabama 

disposing in their landfill 


Emelle. 


Ms. Kilpatrick asked If EPA Region IV? Mr. Hinnant 

negotiating with another region other than EPA 9 . tirvinq to 

replied that North Carolina has been actively i cnrrpssful Ms 

negotiate with other regions but has not been successful . Ms 

Kilpatrick also asked if other states would be able to use our landfill 

if we build one and what about aqueous treatment? Dr. Turner s 

that we could give preferential treatment to our own generators and our 

own facility, but probably could not ban other states. If North 

Carolina is required to provide all their own waste treatment, it would 

have to provide aqueous treatment. 


Mr . Hinnant added that the Governor suggested that the Management 
Commission investigate the opportunity for existing companies who are 
managing waste in N.C. to expand their capabilities. Mr. Hinnant stated 
that he would contact the operators of those companies. 


4 -Kv- Turner made a motion that the Commission relay to the Governor 

through its Executive Director that the Commission feels thaX ??« 
current schedule for siting will allow it tn ^ -p 

suitable sites for a facility ( ies ) bv earlv Mav lOon more 

approximately 10,000 tons/year and^t residuals^ manao 

talk With waste management companies concerninrS;sib?l e^T^sTon^ 



motion since the cli^ission^ has^oT had time extensive 

1. t.i„, votad or. soi„*irtor."„oS;;rd Sf„o'"S rir’^rt”. 


After discussion. 


Af *f-K/-v . 


the Commission 

the recess, 
motions separately: 


Motion 1 









r 












the 
Mr . 


^hat"lt^la°no««fKy Management Commission proposes to the Governor 
that It Is possible to site a facility(s) by May 1990, and that 

facxlity can be operational by December 1991. Motion made by 

Hlse, seconded by Mr. von Oesen. The motion passed with 
opposing vote. 

Motion 2 

The Hazardous Waste Management Commission acknowledges to the 
Governor that it is possible to include solvent distillation and 
recovery and residuals management in a facility to be completed by 
December 1991- The solvent distillation and recovery (10,000 tons 
per year) and a residuals management (8,000 - 10,000 tons per year) 
capacities appear to be reasonable, but a final determination based 
on best data should be made. Motion made by Mr. von Oesen, 
seconded by Mr. Hlse. The motion passed unanimously. 

Motion 3 

The Hazardous Waste Management Commission 
that its staff will work with existing 

North Carolina to encourage ® ded by Mrs. Odom, 

operations. Motion made by Mrs. Kilpatrick, seconded by Mrs. u 

The motion passed unanimously. 


t > * 


Motion 4 



recommends to the 


that 




The Hazardous Waste a 

Governor that a plan be ^+1- Carolina's needs in the 

management facility(ies) to achieved. The Commission 

event that a regional agreement «^otb^^^ ^ 

Vin?le^on,"*‘lec:nded by br. Davis. The motron was 
passed uns-nimously • 

A -hhft following motion to add to a 
Dr. Shingleton made the following 

recommendations to the Governor. 


The Hazardous Waste “®®®9®“®ors 
prevention Pays programs. 


commission urges the G^r'ior 
to expand ^heir wasxe ^ 

and to support tne 




Prevenxxoii ir--.- i,, 

... « :;iL - 

taken on motion 1. 


Motion 1 was changed to read. 


the 


waste Management Commission acknowl^^^ 

The Hazar^us will proceed the* facility(ies) be 

®°r!!^2mL??acility(i®s) bx,.May 1990, an 





operational by sotion 

Mr. Hlse seconded it. Tne ■« 



von th# »dOtion^ and 

%fith on# cp|>osin 0 vmt#. 



The Commission 
Justification 
Committees examined 


then 




of Kul# - and 

Th# ^ t i no 1' v' h n 1 c a 1 

VO tod to 



recommend these ^les f or ad°P^on 


the draft 

SCAC * 0—03 * 

* at length this «K>i'ning 


av^d 


ho ful ' 




Kulo Sot 2 


recommenu uncoc, 

must be submitted to the Office 
7 . Dr* Turner read each draft 
'^rs* Odom stated that she had 
states that a facility cannot b€ 
areas zoned for industrial uses*^ 
rule 5 which states that a location 
tract with a population density 
^fter discussion, the consensus ^ 
and make changes, if necessai _ 

■irs. Kilpatrick made a motion that 
3 raft rules as written and make 
:omment is received on 
notion. The motion 
follows: 


of '^Administrative nearind?^ by Ncv^^raber 

rule and iustif ' cat fv^t eav. H txile, 

lesticn x'eQax\ 1 inv 3 I'ulo 4 which 
within a mxmici v'al i fy oxocv>t in 
also statevi svxue v'bj oct lotxs to 
cannot be wi thin a v ont^xis 

er than ^30 x'oople sq* mile, 
:e the wixaft ixiles asi x^ritten 




,ne n-hlio heat inq process. 


Hk 4 4 

Commx ssxon 


av^v'^pt thi 


s 


set 


of 


the draft 



any necessary changes af t ex' t he public 

Mr. Vv>n xVse\x seconded the 
Vhe vxtles avtopted are as 


rule 
unanimously. 


consider hydrological 
public health factors 
uses; transportation 
reliability of public 


.0203 SITE LOCATION FACTORS AND CRITERIA 

This Subsection sets out rules for excludli^g sites based upon the 
factors set out in G.S. 130 B -11 which requiies the t\>mwi#sion to 

and geological factvM's: env t iwnmental and 

natural and cultux'al x'esvHtx'ces ; local lai\d 

c factors: avaUabllttY and 

and availabtiifY of emex'gencY 



#- 



utilities; 



V J.CO , anu avilx I aex V 1 ty v>f 

and equipment in the develcj^Mwent: 





(2) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 


( 5 ) 



personnel 
selection criteria. 

( 1 ) A location shall noj: be selected to be 

geological formations of Castle Havne- i.' ^ h’ * 

Murphy Marble, Andrews Formation ^ ^ 

undivided; based upon the Geologio ^ t 

(printed by the Department of Biwi.™eni '..l 

Resources, 1985 Edition). ' .-<nd Natural 

A location shall not be selected t > . , 

from the centerline of the Blue Ridl> 

A location shall not be selected with\n ^'’', 

boundary, »^xvn\n 

A location shall not be _ 

corporate limits, effectiv^ wUhHx 

municipality except on land zon n ■ jojiu , 

permit Industrial uses. c'r^r' • ig'ao 

X 987 data submitted ^^thf ' td\l ',* 2 '*' 

maps from the United StatL ''' I'loo ' , 

statewide screening ' ^ 

A location shall not ond 

upon the 1980 dat 2 . ° selected within .. . 

has^a population 

n.^n odd peoiMe 


the Stat« 


th< 

-ri 

t< 








6 


.4 

/ 




* 4 


i\r 




V 


( 



Q» 


6) ^ location shall not h© u©l©otfe«it * 

soil association tvoo thn» fi . i ! uvv>n a general 

based upon United n . un of the area 

Soils Association data. < '"aat or ^o. i\\nVvue General 



A motion was mad© by Mr, 
Need for rule set two. Dr. 
passed unanimously. 


voi\ Oea©n \ a > rtp\>i\>va < he Got 1 i f ication of 
Davis a©oov\dod t Itw nvoi ion. The motion 


A motion 
18 . 0303 , 

The motion was 


was made by Ms. Kilpeit riok i fti>pt\>vn nditii ittun in 4 NCAC 
selection procedures. Dr. sitcu iterv^ndod the motion, 
passed unanimously. Following at n U\n i'itmtgnn additions: 



. 0203 . 





(e) 


(d) The second phase of the statowiitn ru''t omti itg process will 

.. areas under the crltnt in tml i>v»l at 4 NCAC 18 
These criteria will eliminate rutdi t li>t\nl vmsviltable areas 
out by the criteria at 4 NGAi' ID 
Following each set of critei i a m\d miltnoguent screening 
process, the Commission will pioducn i\ Mlaio map showing the 
particular and cumulative effect of tht» oilminailon of unsuitable 
areas according to each set of criioria. Tito ntntewid© screening 
is based upon the most recent and oonnlotont data available for the 

As the Commission a tor t o tho Investigation or 

suiraore areas, there may bo more (.UtiolVo^t ot more curren^ 
information available to specific tvi oon whtv’h the Commission w 

utilize , 





al 
the 


A motion was made by Mr. von Oaf°n I l I ho 
applies to the additions to 4 NCAC l» .O.U).». 
motion. The motion passed unanimously. 


Certificate of Need 
Dr. Sharpe seconded 






X made bv Mrs. '"Odom to approve oVxangoa to rule 1 as 

4 - ^ *n « memorandum from the Commission's atlornoy, Yvonne Bailey, 
noted 1 , 1989 The Administrative KuVes Review Commission 

M°s BaSy of several technical ohongoa nocosaory in the rules. 

Davis s4conded\he motion. The motion ihuuuhI unanimously. 

nr* shinaleton to apv^rove tho Justification of 
Criterion^^'^NCAC 18 .0203. ’ Ms. Kilpatrick norondod the motion. The 

motion passed unanimously. 

t-^4r.u r-enorted from the Education and Public Participation 

set one were discussed. ^he noted t^^^^ hearing officer 

be able to attend "‘®®^i,i'ttee dlsouBSod obtaining a 

at these hearings. Tne uon™n.__ -eatlnas. The staff is negotiating 
record all public „nrk Transcriptions of each hearing 

be compiled ® of l^ule sot two. Tho Committee reco^ends 

to the Commission , _-ae<j at each of tho four public hearings to 

ll^llxTfor S l^scussion of 'the second sot of rules. The Comm 


/ 


7 


f ^ * '' '' 

u- ^ 

/ '♦ t 

/t 


T 


after the formal hearing 

Before the meet^ - 
^ Tor Corrunleslon members to 


o-e on 



tne 


viev. 


f//' , Tfj mar added 

^ I csrjglneer. 


that the Co 


ui 2 I-i 3 Si 


* s. 


for 

the 

the 

map 

for 

an 


w? ^f^urther business 


or public cor-enr 




e meeting adjourned. 


These minntes of the N.C. Kazardcis 

complete unless amcr.d;;'* — T 

ri.irmas ore amended, any cha,>:.3 ‘ ‘ 

(^MtTirnhsion meedug. 


-rCoi 


_^r- 




mssion 
ting. If the 

ient of the next 









* 


■> 7 »S' 




1 . 







2 . 


bionnlum 1^89- 199 ®*Panslon budgets for- 4 -k 
of**th®^ by S85 ,o6oo!^ St™f hisVd® reduce its 

sJgSatlon*"®'^®'' coLltterfor^thrr^®"® ^‘'® ^bair 

nr *>»v «n r.au;,nmnr k$ ;s!. 

the Traatment cnissiornan I" July of 19 se, 

sslon 18 to conti^Crt; Bill 324 states that the Comml- 

representativw Of all inn ® volunteer. A draft letter to 
members for comment. counties was provided to Commission 

Commissioners, ^^8TOke^”to ^®s®ciabion of County 

of thi cSnJJ Offered the assistance and support 

oresenta-hinnf ®*K*’^*a public. Ms. Odom suggested that the HWMC make 
Assoc i a-M rvn » o the issue of hazardous waste management at the 

the liani n^ h*"*® “«®^^09®- She stated her concern that Information on 

spring of 1990 to focus on environmental Issues and that it mav be 
possible to have the Commission make presentations at these meetings. 

In her staff report. Marge Howell stated that a news 

announce meetings of the full Commission and its committees 

from previous meetings will be mailed with the news release*. 

list applications and Infoxmatlon access Drocedures win 
available at each meeting. 



will 
Minutes 
Mailing 
be made 


fv, suggested that the HWMC set a regular meeting date on 

the fourth Thursday of each month at 10 a.m. The committees will meet 
at least once in between regular commission meetings. It will be up to 
the chair and members of each committee, in consultation with the staff 
to set the location of committee meetings. The next HWMC meeting will 
be on July 27 at 10 a.m. Plans are to have the consulting firm Ebasco 
who has done siting work for the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Authority 
to make a presentation to the Commission. Also on the agenda for that 
meeting will be a discussion of the rulemaking process. Each committee 
will meet Independently at 1:30 p.m. on July 27. Dr. Turner added that 
resource people from state government and elsewhere may be invited to 
attend committee meetings to provide expert information. Darrell 
Hlnnant added that at the next Commission meeting, any citizen or 
representative of environmental groups who would like to make 

suggestions and recommendat4.ons on how the Commission can proceed in its 
tasks, may request time on the agenda. 


With no further business, the meeting adjourned. 













N.C. HAZARDOUS WASTE HANAOKMEMT COMMISSION 
July 27, 1989 10:00 *.m, 

CoBunl. ss 1 ofi Roots 

Sscond Floor, Dobbs Building 
430 N. Salisbury Strsat 

Ralalgh, N.C. 

aORNDR 

1. Call to Ordor oi;:** Alvis G . Tumor, 

Chairman 

2. Installation of Commission Msmbars 

The Honorabla James C. Gardner. 

Lisutanant Governor of North Carolina 

3. Approval of Minutes . Commission Members 

4. Contract for Attorney General's office 

Darrell Hinnant. 

HWMC Executive Director 

5. Siting Approach Used by the Low-Level 

Radioactive Waste Management Authority 

Samir Khoury, 

Ebasco Services, Inc. 

6. Review of the N.C. Rulemaking Process 

• Darrell Hinnant 

7. Public Comment 

8. Report on EPA Region IV Roundtable talks 

Marge Howell 

Public Information Officer 

9. Additional Items 

1 0 . AdJ oumment 


COMMITTEE WORK SESSIONS WIL L CONVENE AT 1:45 P.M. 

I. Education and Public Participation Committee, 

1029 Wade Ave. 

II. Technical Committee, 1033 Wade Ave. 

III. Siting Committee, 1301 Annapolis Dr. 
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_ in a m. 1 “ .„„4- were Chair»a” 

27. 1989, Members nr. Lonnie 

Buli«iing. Mary Odow 

Davis; Dorothy KilP«\"„ , 


T. 


0 /^ 


Truffl^ 


Shingle ton 

not e *» 


Henry 


end. 


Lieu 


Gardner administered the oaths of 
tenant Governor Jim Gardner a 


the 


no^ission loosibers. 


. X ^he July 14, 1989 nieetir^ 

A correction was mad© “th© g«g qOO ratJior than $85,0000, 

Cn page 2. line 5, the figure should be $85,000 

e alnutes were approved as revised. 
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arrell Hinnant discussed the Job “"fA-^ornev^to^assist 

egotiation. and contractual agreements. He said ^ ° 

o the Attorney General’s Office would be a maximum of $63,000. no 
rofit will b© mad© by th© Attorney General’s Office on the contract. 


Hanry von Oesen made a motion that was seconded to approve of the 
position and giva Mr, Hinnant the authority to sign for the Commission 

the contract with the Attorney General’s Office. The motion was carried 

unanimously. 


A presentation was made by EBASCO on their siting procedure used bv 
the ?torth Carolina Low-Level Radioactive Waste Authority. Samir Khourv 
David Hamrick, and Ms. Green represented the company. Thev described ‘ 

with a conceptual model. v^^ovxae tne Commissioners 


Dr. Turner announced the public input period of fh.. 
uested the cements be held to three to five mlnJtS 

nnounoed that the Siting and Techni^f /ii® tight 


rda. He also announced that the Siting and Teehn^ “iJ® ^ 

•Jid have a Joint meeting at 1:45 p.m. tf be h^d^^J -- 

on sitlns, proc.,. or th.’'.cr.™2jg 



th Caroline Administrative Rulemaking Proemd...... 

Mr. Hinnant. He clarified the process ol drafi-r® 
•odlfylng. and implementing rules for the Co^fasJI; 


The first 
the Center 


community 
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*ddr#sfi#d the Commission on the Issue of capacity. Ha said 
** • -Tuestlon as to whether a treatment facility is needed in 

5 -tata. He implored the Commission to keep in mind the perception of 

is that a facility may not be needed. Mr. Regan then 
It t-he issues of consistency and openness. He suggested that 

t'-# ‘.jifther of executive sessions held to discuss sites be limited. He 
res^uested the Commission consider socioeconomic criteria in their 
<:*. t-^> process. He suggested the Commission separate waste and politics 
to the extent possible. He concluded by commending the Commission on 

the public access to information on the Region IV Hazardous Waste 
?,o.-odt«ble meetings. 

hane Sharp, from Chapel Hill, commented on both low-level 
rad*oactiv^e waste and hazardous chemical waste. She requested the 
Commission try not to site any storage or treatment facility until there 
are specific regulations to reduce the quantity generated as fast and as 
ooirp lately as possible. She also requested equal appropriations, time, 
and expertise for prevention, recycling and exchange as for production, 
siting and storage of waste. Ms. Sharp euboiitted with her coatments a 
p’C'py of The Defense Monitor which indicatee that U.S. chemical weapons 
production is poisoning the atmosphere as well as other things in North 

Carolina that are doing the same. 


Dr. Turner commented that Senate Bill 324, which created the HWMC 
does net give the Commission authority to deal with waste mi^mi ration. 
The statute points out the efforts the state is currently maxing to 
ttinimize waste, including naming the official agency for waste 
minimization and establishing additional requiraments for the regulatory 
authorities to ensure that generators are reducing their waste. The 
statute directs the HWMC to look at what facilities are needed and where 
thev should be sited, whether they are necessary, and what capacity -*.ey 
should have. After this is done, the Governor and General Assembly 
approv's the recommendations of the Comsiiseion* 


and made the following points: 1) The citizens of I 

in bureaucracy’s ability to monitor facllltiem. 2) 
addressing the issue of waste prevention and reduction. 3) 
want to be consulted on the issues that involve their lives 


Conission 


The state is not 



Chip Hughes, Clean Water Fund, commented that ha fait that it was 
that th« siting criteria win b* put ^ugh a public p^ws and 
feels it is a fltsp forward. Howavar, ha thinks thara will still ba a 

problem with tha public parcaptlon of 

about voluntaar countlaa masting siting critaria. Mr. Hughaa askad t-he 
Commission if there will be public Input into the daclslona concar^ng 
tha siting process dealing with traatmant ragulatlOTS, need, origin o. 
wasta and other queations. Ha axpraasad tha hope that there 
public discussion to ensure confidence in a good process and t^t 
mieafiona would bs answersd before a crisis situation is reached. 


Oierles Case, Chemical 
distributed an article from 
problesks the Commission wil 


Industry Council of North Carolina, 
Newsweek that deals with some of "the 
be facing* He %felco«ed the commission 
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Hazardous Was to i^^na^^nent Comoiisslon MGmbors 


|4 From: Granville Site Review Comnittee 
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Enclosed are a list of written <5uestions that addresj 

inqxjrtant issues involved in the siting process of HEND 8 

Durii^ the August 30 » 1990 telephone conference Mr# Henry 

von Oesen a^eed ttot written questions suhnitted by the 

Granville Site Review Conniittee would be answered by Wast< 
CoDinission saeoibers • 

your thou^tful consideration of each quej 
for a complete and prompt response# 


our thanks 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE HAZARDOUS WASTE COriMISSION 


Did the H.W.M.C. use the parcel report on HEND8 prepared lii| 
.E.I in its determination of the two finalists for a preferred 


site? (If not, what sources of information did the H.W tl C useV) 


(2) Is the H.W.M.C. aware that the P.E.I. report on HEND8 contains a 
large number of serious errors, such as reporting that the nearest 
wetlands are more than 0.5 miles from the site when wetlands 
actually criss-cross the site over a large area, reportinij that no 
faults or dikes are on the site when faults and dikes ore found all 
over the site? 

(3) How can the H.W.M.C. continue to consider HEND8 as a suitable 
site when its inclusion in the final 18 high priority sites was 
based on erroneous, seriously flawed informational reports? 

*“ 

(4) Has the H.W.M.C. made any attempts to do a basic 'quality 
check' on P.E.I. or to have an independent consultant evaluate 
P.E.I.'s methodology given the substantial discrepancies between 
the findings of P.E.I. and those of the Granville County Site 
Designation Review Committee? If not, why? 


STIONS FOR THE HAZARDOUS WASTE COMMISSION 

By Mark Chinn 

MeckTenberg County eliminated from consideration du«* tn 
r quality? 

What data was used to determine air quality? 

(3) Has the Commission reviewed the 1988 Air Quality Report? 

(4) Why was BranvilTe County not eliminated from consideration 

based on its inability to achieve the Air Quality Standards for 
ozone? 

(5) What impact will the Clean Air Act have on the consideration 
of Granville County? 

(6) What impact will the Clean Air Act have on the design or 

construction of the proposed facility? 

O) What consideration have you given to the timing of events 

knowing that federal and state laws are changing with regards to 
emission levels? « a s 

(8) What equipment do you propose to use to monitor the facilitu 

Wat!on?°'’® testing and c) dunng ongoing 

(9) What restnctions, if any, would be placed. on transporters 

traveling through counties currently not meeting air qualitu 
standards for carbon monoxide? ^ 

(10) How is the siting of Granville County versus a site in the 

Western part of the state not a direct violation of the Clean Air 
Act for carbon monoxide pollution? 

(If) Why are health risks to PEOPLE not part of the selection 
criteria and, as yet, not considered by the Commission? 

(12) Why was ThermalKEM chosen as the operator given its 

ilT* ^ ®^P6ci6nce tn desigrj^ construction and operation of an 

incinerator and NO experience in construction and operation of a 
hazardous waste landfill? n^'Quun oi a 
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a me trommission accept a technical proposal that waQ 
In details? 

hy did it take ThermalKEn eight gears to put in area 
oring in Rock Hill? 

16) Why did ThermalKEH'S ‘Preliminary Application* not meet the 
state s requirements for air monitoring? 


allowed ThermalKEM to destroy any 
Scf “ ““ <"'»™atlon with the 


(18) Why build the facility when; 

- source reduction is required by N.C. law 

- there is already enough incineration capacitu 

available in the U.S. * 

- incineration is a very expensive and 
unattractive industry due to cost? 


require the State of N.C. to make to 
the Department of Environmental Protection regarding monitorinq 
compliance and enforcement of state regulatory levels ? 
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ENDANGERED SPECIES 


Miy did the HWMC and PEI ignore the recommendations of the 
K.C. Wildlife Resources Commission (an April 11, 1990 memo 
to Darrell Hinnant)? These recaranendations , based on deta 
wildlife assessments, would have eliminated the HEND 8 sit 


How does the HWfC plan to deal with the lawsxiits 
filed to force compliance with the Endangered Sp 

(lawsxiits such as the ones filed by the Sierra C 
Defense PVtnd on behalf of fha drinM-ori 


will be 
Act 


HWMC realistically expect to survive an intense 
lental Impact study by the same biologists ^o have 
been involved in one endangered species snafu — 

1 darter — now in serious ieopardy of extinction? 


4. Is the prepared to deal with militant conservation and 
animal rights organizations in a long term struggle in the 
media and in the cotirts? 


5 
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Why is the freshwater mussel considered to 
monitor" of a water system? Why does this 
especially vulnerable to oollutlon? 


be a 
make 


"bio- 

the mussel 




Why has the HW^C not consulted Invertebrate biologists and 

botanists to ascertain the environmental hazards to sensitive 

? 



7. 


How can the HWMC promise no jeopardy to the Tar River *s 
endangered and threatened species ^en: 

a. on-site dikes will act as stralgjit conduits to rf 
feeder creeks on the site flow directly to Tar 
leaching ash landfill (re: Northwest Incinerator 

will contaminate river 

airborne pollutants will contaminate river 

EPA has no standards for safe levels of enissions 
plants and animals 


b. 

c, 

d« 

e. 


f. 


g 


proposed discharge of 70,000 gallons of wastewater 
dally will overvdielm natxiral balance of river 

possibility of catastrophic accident will be present 
everyday? 

'A 
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Newnara) 




I 






resources ato draimcts 

R. L. Taylor, M. D. 


1. Hw ma^ currently xised wells within 0.25 miles (1320 feet) 
ot a site would disqualify the site? (104:18.0203(9)) 

Q*’® River, classified as WS III NSW, disqualify 
HEND 8 under criteria 104:18. 0203(10)(c)? 


3. Do you consider the presence of 7 dralnageways on HEND 8 
site ;*1^ fom the head waters for Cattail Creek, Hacher's 
Run and Bouldlng Creek (all tributaries of the Tar River) 

desirable for the location of a landfill «*tlch will probably 
leak in the futiire? 


4. Is the Channel Master Superfund site (located 2.75 miles 

NW of HEND 8) a consideration in site selection? If no, 
why not? 


5. Does the possibility of a facility malfunction contaminating 

such important water resources as Kerr Lake and Falls of the 
Neuse Lake concern you? 
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TIOHS FOR THE HAZARDOUS WASTE COtIHISSION 


by Bill Ison 


you aware of the fact that that P.E.I. gave a aeoloair 
rt without having set foot on the site area? ^ 


(2) nid you know that P.E.i. did not use available oeolooir 

.■„v,r,no nos, n, fhJ ;!, ^ ">»P »"« Teport 


i‘iwp»rin#i mflct nr *k * «mi,,uucu a ueiaiieo map and report 

N C S U H^rt tnV H ® «>‘*sting report is in the library at 

N L b U and IS indexed at both N.C.S.U. and Chapel Hill. ^ 


(S) Do you know the effects of dikes on ground water? 


(4) Did you know that work on the proposed low level nuclear 


waste dump in Wake-Chatham has been slow due to the necessity 
1)1 Studying dikes? ^ 


(3) Did you know that there are two known seismic epicenters 
(earthquake centers) in Granville County? 


(6) Did you know that the Jonesboro fault lies just east of the 
proposed site? This is a major fault in the area. 

(/) Are you aware that the proposed facility would be over and/or 
m contact with dikes on this site? 


r 
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A<iARDOUS WASTE COMMISS 


ION 


CG)Tli!iroici HW Q ©n&r* A ^ 

yenerated and shipped 


is HWMC swiS)"*© ‘ths’h p*ctt i_ 

i^nat FEI submitted 


estimate of the 

centroid? 


they agree that consider a +• 4 . v, ^ 
best be an estimate? ' cf 100 NC counties can 


Are they aware that 0.1 of 

6. 0,7. a mile deviation or error’re^o=*'^^"®^'® gives approximately 

level of accuracy to expect of a "h^^ri ® remarkable 

P cf « hand held calculator" methodology 


ever considered? This is^true^^f or ^al 1 tolerances 

calculat ions used by the HWMC ether use of numbers, maps 


) 


Za Tdlvtston pef coo^Sinate'and'ao ^ ^0 summations 

thf» PPnnAPfTi T TV/ r-.r~ snd 20 summation for the divisc«r thAt 

rne KKOBABILITY DF NO ERROR tq mpac- -^cor^ uivisoi T-nat 

calculator"? t-^KDR IS NEAR ^ERO when using a "hand held 


5) 


just using the 21st county in the calculation 


eliminates HENDS'i 


7) 


At e they aware that if all count! 
el imiviated? 


es are used that HEND8 is 


8 ) 


Are they aware that the 1989 data for 20 or 100 counties eliminates 
Granville County? 


9) Now that PEI claims it does have a computer and program, please ask 
them to verify these claims. 


10) F’EI results, received 
shift of the centroid 
Will the Commission do 
computation done by a 


9/6/90, from "THE COMPUTER" shows a 3.2 mile 
soutji and west, thus HEND8 is ELIMINATED. 

its responsibility and get a reputable 
reputable CONSULTANT or take this PEI result? 


11) Why is a 75 mile criteria used when the variability of all 

coordinates for latitude and long i tude - calculated from as few as 3 
counties to the full 100 counties does not exceed 25 miles? The 
conclusion is that the calculation of the ''CENTROID" IS MADE 
LUDICROUS by allowing movement outside the area of sensitivity. 

If there is an attempt to place the facility near the generators 
this method fails and clearly subverts the process. 
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UEST.ONS FOR THE HAZARDOUS WASTE COHm* • .n. 

by Ray Newnam 


'hy did you decide to lonorp tha 

^strategies for improving doaim..nt ,„t 

^/7?///7tfond persist in your eff ort?tJ mmfA 

flconomically depressed county? * * ° facnuy In nn 


(2) What provisions have iimi » 

social and mental health increased need 

copunties) that will predirt«hf» ^ 


copunties) that will oreriirtAhi.f® county («i 

Department a, EneVJj’Sa‘tM&7"”^'’'"<' "" 


till 


revenues tha^farmyrewJlTin***^ Planned for the lost ayrfciilturnl 
about buyinq aari^uif..r«i *'‘® apprehension 


about buyinq aaricuifnrpi ^ . “® *'‘® apprehen* 

hazardous waste fa^^ with 

of Energy? * documented by the U.S. Department 




PQtnfa ar . — i.iic uMinviiif? Loiintii n»nl 

alreadii I f dollars Ihnt they 

already lost from the siting process alone? 


httvi* 


(5) How do you plan to deal with the emotional distress created 

y orcing families off of land where their ancestors have lived 
for generations? 


(6) What plans have you made to deal with the deep and obidinq 
resentment that the Granville County residents will feel and 

display toward incinerator employees for the duration of the 
operation of the incinerator? 

(7) What provisions have you made for the effective loss of 

buying power that the poor and elderly on fixed incomes will 

experience due the local inflation that accompanies the placement 

of such facilities as documented by the U.S. Department of 
Energy? 

(8) Why would the Commission approve the construction of a 
rotary kiln incinerator when the E.P.A. has said that heavy metal 
emissions from such incinerators can pose a significant risk to 
the helath of the people livli^near it? 


I 


^ ^ftermalKEM monitor emissions for 
,,MOl»ga to monitor socn metals floes not exi"'."»^ , 

.nformotion sugjests thot the melols oii.rh > " 

^^,„C0I0S onfl come out of the stock liflposslog ,o"' 

f0pef^ * 

given that a great number of Granville Countu residents .af 
gy, f cultural products and meat grown on their own land whnt 
plans has the Commission made to monitor the uptake of heavu 

metals through the food chain? ^ ® 

effects of rotary kiln incinerator emissions on 
plants and animals? 


(12) Why would the Commission make a contract with ThermalKEM 
that places no restrictions on the type of waste to be burned 
when the E.P.A. has shown unequivocally that the burning of 
volatile wastes produced carbon monoxide at levels that were 
'clearly higher than the proposed limits" ? 





JUDITH S. BOWDEN 
Route 2 , Box 296 
Creedmoor, N.c. 27522 
( 919 ) 528-1815 




7, 


1990 


rs a Hazardous Waste Incinerator the only alternative we have in North 

Carolina? 

gave you the right to rape us of our Constitutional Rights? 

What benefits will the average resident of Granville County be aware 
of from the burning of Hazardous Waste? 

What group of people will benefit from the incinerator? 

Will Hazardous Waste Inc* be a money making business? 

Are you willing to listen to the voice of the people? 

Do YOU really care about the people? loari 

Do^ incineration destroy heavy metals such as chronuum, cadium lea 

and nickel? 

Do landfills leak? Hazardous Waste Incinerator never default? 

Will the "State of the Art mza^us was 

S Si K»'s 1. » «. It 

, tiS out tgago !!.»»» 




n.v US for our heritages handed down an our t«uii. 
How CD you t'— ' waste 

Sid -- a 

documented 

are totally sa^ Granville a public 

Have h^ we feel our children? 

“lie v« f ight for^^f ^ ^ «^ttee for reduction ar 

would you be willi g ^ 

recycling? ^^ustry is responsible 


JUDITH S, BOWDEN 

Route 2, Box 296 
Creedmoor, N.C. 27522 
(919) 528-1815 


7, 1990 

Sf'TaSITIVK RECEPTORS: 

t . Is a Hazardous Waste Incinerator the only alternative we have in North 
Carolina? 

2, Vvlio qave you tlie right to rape us of our Constitutional Rights? 

3, Wltat benefits will the average resident of Granville County be aware 
of fi'om tile burning of Hazardous Waste? 

4, What group of people will benefit frcxn the incinerator? 

5, Will Hazardous Waste Inc, be a money making business? 

6, Are you willing to listen to the voice of the people? 

7, Do you really care about the people? 

8, EOes incineration destroy heavy metals such as chromium, cadium lead 
and nickel? 

9, Do landfills leak? 

10- Will the "state of the Art" Hazardous Waste Incinerator never default? 

11. Ct) v\e liave the right to be afraid? 

12. Do you feel confident that Ihermal Kern's record is so great that it will 
allov;; you to sleep well at night? 

13. How did you really choose Graijville County? 

1 4 . What are your plans for the econcmic disasters for our tobacco farmers , 
vegetable growers, chicken raisers, Real Estate people, builders and 
suppliers , etc . ? 

15. How do you plan to repay us for our heritages handed down in our county? 

16. Would you work for a Hazardous Waste Incinerator? 

17. lifc>uld you live near a Hazardous Waste Incinerator? 

18. Can you guarantee us, the citizens, that we will be able to live safe 
and free of fear in our homes from incineration? 

19. What documented proof do you have that any Hazardous Waste Incinerators 

are totally safe? 

20. Have you read our reports from Granville County? 

21. Do you care about how we feel when you choose to sleep in a public imx't ing 
\diile we fight for our future and the lives of our children? 

22. Would you be willing to work as hard on a committee for reduction and 

recycling? , 

23. Do you not feel that each industry is responsible for their own waste ; 
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QUtSI fUNS f UR THE HA^'ARDOUS WASTE COfIftJSSlOH 

Rexanne Newnam 


(1) Dili Ujo H W M C tnt? parcel report on HEMD8 prepared by 
P,E,I !n its liotcf ntiinal ion ot the two finalists for a preferred 
site? (If not, what sources of information did the H W H C use? 


( ) Is the H,W N C aware that the P E. I report on HEND8 contains a 

arge number of senous errors, such as reporting that the nearest 

we ands ai^e more than 0.5 miles from the site when wetlands 

ac u^ly criss-cross the site over a large area, reporting that no 

au s or diices are on the site when faults and dikes are found oH 
over the site? 


(3) How can the H WJ1 C continue to consider HEND8 as a suitable 
site when its inclusion in the final 18 high priority sites was 
based on erroneous, seriously flaw*ed informational reports? 

(4) Ha^s the H.W.H.C, made any attempts to do a basic "qualHy 
check on P.EJ, or to have an independent consultant evaluate 
P.E. L s rnethodology given the substantial discrepancies between 
the findings of P,EJ, and those of the Sranville County Site 
Designation Review Committee? If not, why? 


j 


QUESTIONS FOR THE HAZARDOUS WASTE COMMISSION 

by Ray Newnam 

(1) Why did you decide to Ignore the recommendations documented 
i n Strategies for improving Hazardous Waste tianagement in North 
Caro/inaQnH persist in your efforts to site a facility in an 
economically depressed county? 

(2) What provisions have you made for the increased need for 
social and mental health services in the sited county (or 
copunties) that will predictably occur according the U.S. 
Department of Energy and other studies. 

(3) What compensation have you planned for the lost agricultural 
revenues that farmers will incur due the 'public apprehension* 
about buying agricultural products from communities with 
hazardous waste facilities as documented by the U.S. Department 
of Energy? 

(4) How do you plan to compensate the Granville County real 
estate industry for the nearly four million dollars that they have 
already lost from the siting process alone? 

(5) How do you plan to deal with the emotional distress created 
by forcing families off of land where their ancestors have lived 

for generations? 

(6) What plans have you made to deal with the deep and abiding 

resentment that the Granville County residents will feel and 
display toward incinerator employees for the duration of the 
operation of the incinerator? 

(7) What provisions have you made for the effective loss of 
buying power that the poor and elderly on fixed incomes will 
exoerience due the local inflation that accompanies the placement 
“ su7h focilllles »s documented bg the U S. Deportment of 

Energy? 

(8) Why would the Commission approve the construction of a 
rotary kiln incinerator when the E.P.A. has said that heavy metal 
emissions from such incinerators can pose a significan ns o 
the helath of the people livin^near it? 


•J 



(9) How will ThermalKEM monitor emissions for heovy molttln 
when the technology to monitor such metals does not exist ami 
current E.P.A. information suggests that the metals ottnch to 
water molecules and come out of the stack bypassing the 
scrubbers? 

(10) Given that a great number of Granville County residents eat 
agricultural products and meat grown on their own lond^ what 
plans has the Commission made to monitor the uptake of heavy 
metals through the food chain? 

(11) What are the effects of rotary kiln incinerator emissions on 
plants and animals? 

I 

(12) Why would the Commission make a contract with ThermalKEh 
that places no restrictions on the type of waste to be burned 
when the E.P.A. has shown unequivocally that the burning of 
volatile wastes produced carbon monoxide at levels that were 
"clearly higher than the proposed limits" ? 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE HAZARDOUS WASTE COMMISSiON 


(1) Did the H.W.M.C. use the parcel report on HEND8 prepared by 
P.E.I in its determination of the two finalists fora preferred 
site? (If not, what sources of information did the H.W.M.C use?) 

(2) Is the H.W.M.C. aware that the P.E.I. report on HEND8 contains a 
large number of serious errors, such as reporting that the nearest 
wetlands are more than 0.5 miles from the site when wetlands 
actually criss-cross the site over a large area, reporting that no 
faults or dikes are on the site when faults and dikes are found all 
over the site? 

(3) How can the H.W.M.C. continue to consider HEND8 as a suitable 
site when its inclusion in the final 18 high priority sites was 
based on erroneous, seriously flawed informational reports? 

(4) Has the H.W.M.C. made any attempts to do a basic "quality 
check" on P.E.I. or to have an independent consultant evaluate 
P.E.I.'s methodology given the substantial discrepancies between 
the findings of P.E.I. and those of the Granville County Site 
Designation Review Committee? If not, why? 


QUESTIONS FOR THE HAZARDOUS WASTE COMMISSION 

By Mark Chinn 

(l> Was Mecklenberg County eliminated from consideration due to 
its air quality? 

(2) What data was used to determine air quality? 

(3) Has the Commission reviewed the 1980 Air Quality Report? 

(4) Why was Granville County not eliminated from consideration 

based on its inability to achieve the Air Quality Standards for 
ozone? 

(5) What impact will the Clean Air Act have on the consideration 
of Granville County? 

(6) What impact will the Clean Air Act have on the design or 
construction of the proposed facility? 

(7) What consideration have you given to the timing of events, 
knowing that federal and state laws are changing with regards to 
emission levels? 

(8) What equipment do you piPopose to use to monitor the facility 
area a) before construction b) during testing and c) during ongoing 
operation? 

(9) What restrictions, if any, would be placed on transporters 
traveling through counties currently not meeting air quality 
standards for carbon monoxide? 

(to) How is the siting of Granville County versus a site in the 
Western part of the state not a direct violation of the Clean Air 
Act for carbon monoxide pollution? 

(11) Why are health risks to PEOPLE not part of the selection 
criteria and, as yet, not considered by the Commission? 

(12) Why was ThermalKEM chosen as the operator given its 
limited experience in desIgiL construction and operation of an 
incinerator and NO experielfce in construction and operation of a 
hazardous waste landfill? 


proposal that was 


(13) Why did the Commission 

so lacking in details? 


on accept a technical 


montoring in Rock Hill? 


(14) Why did it take ThermalKEM 


eight gears to put in area 



(16) Why did ThermalKEH’S "Preli 
state s requirements for air moni 


(18) Why build the facility when: 


- source reduction is required by N.C. law 

- there is already enough incineration capacity 
available in the U.S. 

- incineration is a very expensive and 
unattractive industry due to cost? 


(19) What changes will you require the State of N.C. to make to 
the Department of Environmental Protection regarding monitoring 
compliance and enforcement of state regulatory levels ? 



RESOURCES AND DRAINAGES 
R* L, Taylor, M. D, 


QUESTIONS CONCERNING WATER 


1 


many currently xised wells within 0.25 i 
I sxte would disqiialify the site? (T04 


2 


.assified as WS III NSW, disqualify 
T04:18.0203noHp^9 


3 . Do you consider the presence of 7 drainageways on HEND 8 
^te which form the head waters for Cattail Creek, Hacher’s 
Run and Boulding Creek (all tributaries of the Tar River) 
desirable for the location of a landfill ^diich will probably 
leak in the future? 


4. Is the Channel Master Superfund site (located 2.75 miles 
NW of HEND 8) a consideration in site selection? If no, 
\diy not? 


5. Does the possibility of a facility malfunction contaminating 
such important water resources as Kerr Lake and Falls of the 
Netise Lake concern you? 




OUeSTIONS FOR HAZARDOUS UIASTF rn.v 

COMMISSION 


4) 


5) 


mil 


Is this 


^"rDm centroid wn 

HW generated and <=h. 

. ^*^ipped 


Do 

at 


*^WMC aware that pctt 

''r>at FEX submitted 


an estimate of the centroid? 


they agree that rr.vnc=* 

hpae=4-Kcr^-v ^ ^ ^ 1 der a t i Tii-i i-^r , 

t be an estimate? ^ ^0 of loo NC co 


n b 1 Q 3 Q ^ 


A I tf they aware that ("> i 

^J®viation or error ’rp-nerM^"®^^ approximately 

accuracy to expect of a "hS herJ^c.Ir'ur t® ® ^‘«ble 

neid calculator" methodoloqy. 


Are they aware that in nr. c«,w-,.i • 

ever considered'? tk ^ • \ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ cm 

1 ea ! ihis IS true fr.r aii 

culations used by the HWMC- 


or results are tolerances 
other use of numbers, maps 


and 1 division per^'coof-dinate'''^^H^n" products 30 summations 

the PROBABILITY OF NO eSrS^IS NEAR -FFr'^^h'^ that 

calculator"? NEAR ^ERO when using a "hand held 



A^ B they aware that 

eliminates HEND8? 


by just 


using 


the Slst county in the calculation 


7) Ate they aware that if all counties are used that HEND8 is 
el i m i nated ? 

S) Are they aware that the 1989 data for EO or 100 counties eliminates 
Granville County? 

9) Now that PEI claims it does have a computer and program ;i please ask 
them to verify these claims- 

10) PEI results, received 9/6/90, from "THE COMPUTER" shows a 3.2 mile 
shif*t of the centroid«t south and west, thus HEND8 is ELIMINATED. 

Will the Commission do its* responsibility and get a reputable 
computation done by a reputable CONSULTANT or take this PEI result? 


11) Why is a 75 mile criteria used when the variability of all 

coordinates for latitude and longitude calculated from as few as 3 
counties to the full 100 counties does not exceed 25 miles? The 
conclusion is that the calculation of the "CENTROID" IS MADE 
LUDICROUS by allowing movement outside the area of sensitivity. 

If there is an attempt to place the facility near the generators 
this method fails and clearly subverts the process. 
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\%ILDLIFE AND ENDANGE R Kn SPECIES 


1. 


WilSifp'^ PEI ignore the recommendations of the 

i)a!Jien April 11, 1990 mSo 

dlifp nccoccmu^ v' teconriendations , based on detailed 

e assessments, would have eliminated the HEND 8 site. 


How does the HWMC plan to deal with the lawsuits that will be 
filed to force compliance with the Endangered Species Act 
(lawsuits such as the ones filed by the Sierra Club Legal 
Defense Fund on behalf of the spotted owl)? 


3. 


Can the HVMI realistically expect to survive an intense 
environmental impact study by the same biologists who have 
already been involved in one endangered species snafu ^ 
the snail darter — now in serious jeopardy of extinction. 


4. 


5. 


Is the HWMC prepared to deal ^^th mlit^ co 
animal rights organizations in a long term strug 

media and in the courts? 

vulnerable to pollutio . 


"bio- 

the mussel 


6 


7. 


Why has the HWMC 

botanists to asc 



on-site dikes wii^ directly to Tar 

feeder (re- Itorthvest InclMratot Ash) 

leeching ash 

will contaminate tiver „__.aminate river 

Dollutants will contam emissions to 


a* 

b. 

c. 


d. 

e. 

f. 


g 


animals 


everyday? 

4Sk 


of wastewater 

of river 


(R, Newnam) 



QUESTIONS FOR THE MWARDOUS WASTE COHmssum 

H BUI >3on 

(O Are you aware of Ihe fad that that P E I qave a aeoioaic 
report without having set foot on the site ar?a? ^ ^ 

(2) Did you know that P.E.I. did not use available geologic 
information on the site? This included a detailed mop and report 
covering most of the site. The existing report is in the Uhranj at 
N.C.S.U. and is indexed at both N.C.S.U. and Chapel Hill 


(3) Do you know the effects of dikes on ground water? 

(4) Did you know lhal work on llie 

woslo dump (n Woke-Molhom hoo boon slow doo In 

of studying dikes? 

( 5 ) Did you know tool .nor. 

Sir” Jok. conlors) In Bronvillo convy. 

proposed si - facility would be over and/ 


